Shortly after US President Obama and Australian Prime Minister Julia
Gillard sealed the bilateral defense deal in November 2011 under which 2500 US marines will be stationed in Australia came Obama's announcement on January 5 2012 of the new strategic defense guidance entitled Sustaining U.S. Global Leadership: Priorities for the 21 st Century Defence. The document claims that China's rise might have impact on the US economy and security, and that countries such as China and Iran continue to pursue asymmetric means of countering US power projection capabilities. Asia is headed towards a new Cold War dynamic that has prompted developments on the Korean Peninsula. 9 Mearsheimer holds that it is not possible for China to rise peacefully. He argues that 'if China continues its impressive economic growth over the next few decades, the United States and China are likely to engage in an intense security competition with considerable potential for war. Most of China's neighbours, to include India, Japan, Singapore, South Korea, Russia, and Vietnam, will join with the United States to contain China's power. ' 10 Lawrence S. Wittner even infers the possibility of nuclear war.
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Those more optimistic about the future of Sino-US relations are primarily Chinese scholars, who generally believe that it is possible for China and the United states to avoid a new Cold War. Wu Jianmin argues that China will not as a matter of national policy enact the role of a hegemon, but follow the historical trend of peace, development and cooperation and absolutely reject war, competition and conflict. Under no circumstances, therefore, will China enter into a new Cold War with the United States.
12 Wang Jisi has long held that while China and the United States will not become allies, nor will a crisis in their ties arise of an extent amounting to Cold War. 13 Wang argues that the structural contradictions that appeared between China and the United States in 2010 are attributable to the narrowing gap in their respective comparative capacities which, conversely, have driven them further apart in terms of mutual understanding. Major issues such as Taiwan, the Korean Peninsula and the exchange rate have had escalating negative impact on Sino-US ties and created higher levels of strategic suspicion rather than mutual strategic trust.
14 This implies that as long as the United States and China bolster strategic trust they can prevent their bilateral relationship from slipping into a Cold War scenario.
As distinct from these pessimists and optimists, we, together with a number of colleagues, argue that United States' pivot towards the Asia Pacific represents a strategy adjustment. Competition between China and the United States will consequently grow, but this does not meet the criteria for a Cold War. 15 We characterize the United States and China as 'superficial friends ' , and argue that as such they have a highly volatile relationship, apparent in shifts between good and bad periods. 16 As, at least for the meantime, China and the United States have no desire to abandon their strategy of superficial friendship, the conditions necessary for a Cold War are not present. For example, although Obama supports a new defense strategy whose focus is on containing China, he purposely avoided any mention of China at the time he announced this new policy at the Department of Defense. 17 Moreover, four days after the announcement, Obama sent Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner to China to seek Beijing's support of US sanctions against Iran. 18 As China and the United States will not for the time being abandon their superficial friendship strategy, Sino-US relations will hence not teeter towards Cold War.
Alastair Iain Johnston argues that the classic security dilemma theory can be used to explain US-China relations, and that there is no need for a theory of superficial friendship. 19 What he does not acknowledge is that the security dilemma theory can explain why relations between China and the United States have deteriorated, but not why they can subsequently improve, whereas the concept of superficial friendship explains both sides of this particular coin, thus effectively accounting for the volatility of Sino-US relations. Pessimists and optimists do not share our expectations regarding future trends in Sino-US relations because they do not fully perceive the nature of the superficial friendship between the two countries, in particular, its character-strategy duality. Deterioration in bilateral ties is attributable to the characteristics or nature of superficial friends; improvements in relations are attributable to the strategy employed by the countries to maintain their superficial friendship. 
Character-Strategy Duality of Superficial Friendship
Superficial friendship is epitomized by character-strategy duality. To understand this, we might consider the balance of power-a familiar concept among scholars of international relations and one also characterized by duality. A 'balance' is both a characteristic and a strategy. Balance refers to a situation under which there is power parity among great states or coalitions of states. Measures to achieve balance are apparent in the strategic behavior of states aimed at hedging against the power of other states. 20 Similarly, the concept of superficial friendship implies a state of bilateral relations as well as a strategy.
The state to which superficial friendship refers is one where neither one of two parties regards the other as a strategic partner, but where both claim a strategic partnership. In their cooperation, each party is solely concerned with the individual benefits to be obtained. Neither of the parties cares whether the other gains or loses as a result of the cooperation, and might even regard achieving benefits at the expense of the other party as reasonable. When one party cannot achieve its objectives in the course of cooperation, it will be disappointed and express discontent, blame the other party, or retaliate by not cooperating, causing a deterioration in relations. For example, China and the United States see one another as trade partners, yet in the face of a trade imbalance, the United States presses China to appreciate the Renminbi solely to enhance United States' benefits with respect to employment, thus exacerbating China's difficulties vis-a`-vis exports.
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A superficial friendship strategy refers to two parties' exaggerating the nature of their bilateral friendship and paying lip service to the improvement of relations in order to expand the expected value of future cooperation and so temporarily improve bilateral relations. The escalating frequency of summit meetings between China and the United States is a classic example of this strategy. Since January 2009, when Obama took office, to the November 2011 APEC meeting in Hawaii, Hu Jintao and Obama met on a total nine occasions in 22 months-on average once every 10 weeks. Such frequent gatherings make it impossible for any single meeting to produce a substantive outcome, but do delay occurrences of conflicts between the two countries. When I visited the United States in November of 2011, I told a number of State Department Officials that too many summits would make substantive cooperation unachievable, so rendering such meetings pointless.
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At the time, not a single official agreed with me. They all argued that even though the meetings might not produce substantive cooperation agreements, they still played a positive role. This view is also broadly held among Chinese diplomats. The leaders in both China and the United States meet so frequently without expectation of achieving any substantive outcome hence implies the use of a superficial friendship strategy.
The characteristics of superficial friendship determine that nations will not engage in sincere cooperation, and that conflicts of interests between them will occasionally result in a deterioration of bilateral relations. By adopting a superficial friendship strategy, two nations can temporarily ease conflicts and bring about a short-term enhancement of bilateral relations. The respective effects of the state of superficial friendship and of the strategy of superficial friendship hence work in opposing directions, in the same way as the state of balance of power and the balance of power strategy work in opposition to one another. When comparing the effects of balance of power and of superficial friendship, therefore, it should be clear that both work according to a reverse dynamic. The state of balance of power plays the role of maintaining stability in bilateral relations, whereas the strategy pursuing balance generates tensions in bilateral relations, as one power seeks to gain advantage over a rival. On the other hand, the state of superficial friendship creates conflicts, and is hence the strategy that helps guide Sino-US relations back towards friendship. The state and strategy of superficial friendship has an internal unity.
Certain US scholars understand the theory of superficial friendship solely from the vantage point of its characteristics; they have not considered the explanatory power of the theory from the dualistic perspective of both character and strategy. As they perceive the character of superficial friendship solely as one that causes deterioration in Sino-US relations, and do not acknowledge that the superficial friendship strategy can enhance Sino-US ties, these scholars argue that the classic security dilemma theory explains the deterioration of the relationship, so precluding the need to explicate a superficial friendship theory. Below, we focus on points that Alastair Iain Johnston raises in his recently published critique of my theory of superficial friendship.
Johnston says: 'Yan's basic hypothesis appears to be that superficial friendship generates excessive disappointment due to excessive optimism. This, in turn, accounts for the ups and downs in the US-China relationship, particularly since the end of the Cold War.' 22 Obviously, Johnston does not realize that the ups of Sino-US relations result from the strategy of superficial friendship adopted by these two countries, and that the downs are caused by the nature of superficial friendship between them.
Although very cautious, Johnston's psychological critique still leaves room for discussion. Based on David E. Bell's research, he argues that ' [A]fter series of disappointments actors will revise their expectations in more pessimistic directions. Thus, one should see more conflictual (though perhaps more stable) relations with interlocutors over time. ' 23 David E. Bell's article researches the psychology of consumers when selecting products. 24 Whereas research on consumer psychology is about relations among economic interests, Sino-US relations cover the three areas of economics, politics and security. From 1990 to 2011, Sino-US economic relations were obviously much better than Sino-US political or security relations. Deterioration in Sino-US ties over that time were mainly the result of political or security issues, and economic interests helped to enhance relations between the two countries during this period. Moreover, the key assumption in research on consumer psychology-that actors seek to maximize benefits-differs from what happens in Sino-US relations, where interlocutors look at both absolute and relative benefits. For example, although the United States desperately needs to increase employment, the US government nevertheless continues to restrict Chinese investment in the United States to prevent China from controlling United States' strategic economic sectors. This is a classic example of a policy targeting relative benefits. Hu Jintao requested at the 2011 APEC summit in Hawaii that Obama ease political restrictions on Chinese investment, but there was no progress on the matter. 25 Using consumer psychology to analyze the diplomatic policy of states is thus problematic. Johnston admits: 'Of course, exuberance, disappointment, and shattered expectations are characteristics of the psychology of people and small groups, not nations or states.' 26 Johnston further argues: 'Mere dissatisfaction does not necessarily lead to proactive, conflictual, responses. Rather, disappointment often results in passivity, based on a feeling of helplessness, rather than a more aggressive or angry response.' 27 He also notes: '[P]eople are more likely to concede to another side if that other side expresses disappointment rather than no emotion at all. ' 28 It would seem, though, that his point of view perfectly illustrates that a superficial friend can opt not to cooperate, or to protest in order to express dissatisfaction, the difference between non-cooperation and protest being that each causes different extents of deterioration in relations. When one party expresses dissatisfaction, this implies that bilateral ties 23 Ibid., p. 7. Ibid.
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at Tsinghua University Library on August 18, 2014 http://cjip.oxfordjournals.org/ have deteriorated. If his interlocutor makes a concession, the negative impacts are short-lived, and relations go through a short cycle of deterioration followed by rapprochement. The impacts of such a disturbance are thus relatively limited. If, on the other hand, the interlocutor does not make a concession, the deterioration of relations might be more permanent. By the time one party recognizes that a policy of confrontation will not result in concessions and adopts a strategy of superficial friendship to improve ties, the other party will respond with a superficial friendship strategy, so achieving enhancement of relations. The resultantly lengthy cycle of deteriorationimprovement in relations, however, generally leads to a serious disruption of ties. This explains why levels of instability between superficial friends tend to vary so much over time.
For any given issue, the degree of influence superficial friendship has on the policies of the two parties will vary depending largely on how much impact the issue has on the respective parties' interests. The party that benefits more or loses least is always more proactive in adopting a superficial friendship strategy to improve relations than the party that benefits less or loses more. For example, when in 1999 the US Army bombed the PRC Embassy in Belgrade, China demanded a formal apology from the United States. Because the US government was unwilling to offer a formal apology, the bilateral relations between the two states seriously deteriorated. As China was the victim in this case, we can assess the sincerity of the US apology based on the extent to which it was formal. The United States, which caused the harm, was naturally not willing to make a formal apology, and did not regard as important whether or not the apology was formal. A bi-national public opinion survey asking: 'If the United States had adopted another means of handling the bombing of the Embassy, would China's reaction have been more moderate and kept Sino-US relations from suffering so much damage?' showed that 86% of US respondents believed China's reaction would not have been more moderate, while 57% of Chinese respondents believed that it would have. 29 Generally speaking, the party that is not injured or that benefits will proactively adopt a superficial friendship strategy to improve relations, while the injured party, or the one that feels disappointed, will respond with a superficial friendship strategy after its interlocutor has proactively made improvements. (Figure 1) We can see from Figure 1 that superficial friends have two strategic options. They are: 'not cooperate' and 'superficial signal of friendship'. Should one party respond to the other by playing 'not cooperate', bilateral relations will begin to decline. In the event that only one party adopts the strategy of superficial friendship, this is not sufficient to improve relations; both parties must play such a strategy to improve ties. After relations between the two parties improve, and as the characteristics of superficial friendship determine that the parties will inevitably face future conflicts of interest, relations will deteriorate once again. As the parties adopt a superficial friendship strategy towards particular issues and not according to any particular time frame, the duration of each cycle of deterioration and improvement of ties will vary. Obama's 2010 strategy of pivoting back to the Asia Pacific Region will likely cause a prolonged deterioration in ties, but this does not preclude the possibility of the two parties resuming the strategy of superficial friendship in a relatively short period of time, such as that Chinese Vice-President Xi Jinping paid a visit to the United States in February 2012. 30 
Quantitative Analysis of the Character of Sino-US Relations
We characterize Sino-US relations as superficial friendship on the basis of our quantitative analysis of the behavior that this dyad exhibits. Lack of stability in bilateral ties and shifts between periods of positive and negative relations are fundamental features of superficial friendship. This level of instability is much higher than that exhibited by real enemies, superficial enemies, or real friends. The trend line below estimates the frequency and intensity of disturbances in Sino-US relations.
31 Figure 2 is the basis for asserting that post Cold War Sino-US ties can be characterized by the concept of superficial friendship.
As Johnston does not share our understanding of superficial friendship, he questions whether or not the average score we obtain from the trend line of Sino-US relations from 1989 to present supports our theory of superficial friendship. Johnston argues: ' [T]he fitted trend lines show that the average 
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at Tsinghua University Library on August 18, 2014 http://cjip.oxfordjournals.org/ annual score increases over time and the annual average absolute deviation declines. The monthly disaggregated data shows similar trends. In other words, Sino-US relations improve and the volatility declines.' 32 Johnston bases his conclusions on a rising trend in the average score and therefore refutes the nature of changing Sino-US relations as defined by the theory of superficial friendship. Johnston understands superficial friendship as bilateral relations that are continuously deteriorating rather than as highly volatile. Relations between sincere friends and enemies are stable, but in different ways. Regardless of whether or not bilateral relations are improving or deteriorating, as long as bilateral relations do not approximate those of either a sincere friend or enemy, the states can be characterized as either superficial friends or superficial enemies. As such, the average score can only show us the changing trends in Sino-US relations during a particular period, and does not give us a basis for assessing whether or not bilateral relations are characterized by sincere or superficial friendship or sincere or superficial enmity.
To observe instability of superficial relations between China and the United States since the end of the Cold War we must make comparisons with other historical periods. We cannot otherwise discern whether the overall trend in Post-Cold War relations is towards improvement or deterioration. From a statistical perspective, we cannot use differences within a particular set of statistics to assess differences between different sets. That is to say that superficial friends, real friends, superficial enemies, and real enemies can all demonstrate trends towards improvement or deterioration, but trends in the extent of change of characteristics of a relationship cannot tell us what type of relationship it is. In order to assess the character of the relationship we can only compare average scores across the four periods In Figure 3 -6, time is on the horizontal axis and the average value for Sino-US relations is on the vertical axis. As the unit in the database for the value of Sino-US relations is expressed in months, the average value expressed in Figure 1 is the sum of the 12 monthly values divided by 12.
For ease of comparison, the equation used to derive the curve for each period is listed below. 33 In the following equations, y is the average value for Sino-US relations, while x represents the year. The first year in the period is assigned the number 1, and the second year the number 2.
Formula for the curve representing 1950-1970: y ¼ À0.029x À 6.593 Formula for the curve representing 1971-1977: y ¼ 0.593x À 6.362 Formula for the curve representing 1978-1988: y ¼ 0.322x À 0.084 Formula for the curve representing 1989-2011: y ¼ 0.087x À 0.578 From Figure 3 we can see that from 1950 to 1970, the average value for Sino-US relations mainly fluctuated between À8 and À5, with the fitted values trending slightly downward. This is the sole period out of the four exhibiting a downward trend in fitted values. Thus, during the period in which China and the United States were real enemies, the average value for their relationship declined. According to Figure 4 , during the superficial enemy period from 1971 to 1977, the score for Sino-US relations hovered between À7 and À2, with the fitted values during the period trending towards a rise. In Figure 5 , which depicts the period of real friendship from 1978 to 1988, the value for Sino-US relations fluctuated between À2 and 3, with a trend of increasing fitted values. Figure 6 represents the period of 
33
The author derived these equations using SPSS 16.0.
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at Tsinghua University Library on August 18, 2014 http://cjip.oxfordjournals.org/ superficial friendship from 1989 to 2011, during which the value for Sino-US relations fluctuated between À1 and 3, with a trend towards a slight increase in the fitted values. Starting from 1971, the average value curve shows a rising trend, but with variation in pace of the rise. We observe that during the period of superficial enemies (1971À1977) the coefficient on the independent variable for each year is 0.593-higher than that for any other period. The coefficient on the independent variable for each year during the period of real friendship (1978) (1979) (1980) (1981) (1982) (1983) (1984) (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) , is 0.322-second highest of the four periods. During the superficial friendship period , the coefficient on the independent variable is only 0.087, implying negligible, statistically speaking insignificant improvements in Sino-US relations, slightly higher only than the real enemy period, on which the coefficient is À0.029, a similarly insignificant difference.
Based on the above analysis, the value during the real enemy period (1950-1970) for Sino-US relations was the lowest. No trend towards improvement could be observed during this period. During the superficial enemy period (1971) (1972) (1973) (1974) (1975) (1976) (1977) , although the value for Sino-US relations was low, the change trended continuously towards improvement, and the pace of improvement was most rapid. During the period of real friends (1978) (1979) (1980) (1981) (1982) (1983) (1984) (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) and superficial friends (1989-2011), the extent of change in Sino-US relations was mainly between (À2, 3), trending towards a gradual rise. The pace of improvement during the real friendship period, however, was second only to that of the superficial enemy period, and much higher than that for the superficial friend period. All of this points to obvious statistical support of the assessment that current Sino-US relations exhibit characteristics of superficial friendship.
Johnston also used regression analysis of the absolute deviation to demonstrate that Sino-US relations from 1998 to 2011 have trended towards improvement. 34 The regression coefficient on the equation for the standard deviation curve from 1989 to 2011, however, is À0.013-not significantly different from zero, and thus cannot be used to demonstrate the trend of decreasing instability. Rather, it is an indication of the lack of change in deviation across time. The instability in Sino-US relations thus remained constant. (See Figure 7 
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In Figure 7 , time is on the horizontal axis, and standard deviation in the fitted values of Sino-US relations is on the vertical axis. As the unit of data for the value of Sino-US relations is expressed in months, the standard variation in the above figure is computed as the annual average distance over 12 months. According to Figure 7 , the equation for the standard deviation curve from 1989 to 2011 is expressed as y ¼ À0.015x þ 0.569 (where y is the standard deviation in Sino-US relations for a particular year, and x is the year, with the first year assigned the value of 1 and the second year assigned the value of 2).
This section uses analyses of average values to compare four periods in Sino-US relations and finds obvious differences across each period. During the period of superficial friendship (1989-2011), the average value of Sino-US relations displayed any extremely slow upward trend, with a coefficient of only 0.085-lower than that for real friends and superficial enemies. The standard deviation coefficient on the curve is À0.015, indicating little change in volatility. This demonstrates that during the period of superficial friendship, Sino-US relations closely matched the characteristics of superficial friendship.
Roots of Sino-US Superficial Friendship
There are historical reasons as to why relations between China and the United States have developed into superficial friendship in the Post-Cold War period. After World War II, relations between the United States and the Soviet Union shifted within a short period of time from those of strategic allies to strategic competitors. The war having ended in September of 1945, US President Truman gave a speech in March of 1947 introducing the Truman Doctrine aimed at containing the Soviet Union. This position continued into the nuclear age. After the Cold War Sino-US relations did not, however, repeat the path of US-Soviet relations. Nuclear weapons hence do not explain why a Cold War between China and the United States has not come about, and nor are they a key variable in explaining the superficial friendship between China and the United States. It is argued here that there are three main reasons why relations between China and the United States have evolved into a superficial friendship. They are: economic globalization, United States' longterm preoccupation with war in the Middle East, and China's strategy of a peaceful development.
Economic Globalization
Economic globalization created a strategic need for superficial friendship between China and the United States. While scholars disagree over exactly when economic globalization began, all agree that it sped up after the end of the Cold War. This is because the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance ended after the collapse of the Soviet Union, resulting in a global market. Meanwhile, the pace of information-flow increased among states, shrinking the size of the globe and leading to popularization of the expression 'global village'. Levels of interdependence have increased along with the growing proximity of international economic relations. That a strategy of complete confrontation can no longer effectively protect national interests is now obvious. It is for this reason that certain scholars argue that there has been a qualitative change in the nature of the security dilemma since end of the Cold War. 35 Under the conditions of globalization, interdependence between China and the United States has continued to grow, and for the sake of economic interests, neither is willing to adopt a strategy of all-out confrontation. Economic interdependence, however, will not diffuse the political and security conflicts between the two states. Different interests in different spheres have thus created a foundation for superficial friendship between the United States and China.
Involvement in the globalization process has rapidly expanded China's involvement in international organizations in ever-growing fields, 36 within many of which China accepts West-led international norms. 37 The country has thus shifted from 'opposing the international order' to 'reforming the international order' to 'maintaining the international order '. 38 Globalization has changed not only China's but also United States' behavioral principles. The growth of Sino-US economic interdependence has prompted the United States' adoption of a two-pronged policy of military and political containment and of economic engagement. Its aim is to reduce the risk of a head-on conflict that could considerably damage United States' interests. These contradictory strands of US policy towards China are an indicator of superficial friendship. Under the context of economic globalization, China has also developed economic interdependence with United States' allies. This has reduced incentives to participate in containment of China and also dampened United States' resolve to maintain a policy of complete containment. As a result, certain scholars argue that enhanced levels of interdependence among China and other nations have diminished the probability of China's opting to rise through forceful expansion.
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To be maintained over the long-term, superficial friendship requires that both China and the United States maintain a superficial friendship strategy. China's unilateral maintenance of such a strategy is not sufficient as well as not sustainable. One reason why the United States has maintained a strategy of superficial friendship towards China over the long term is that of liberalist US academics' emphases on economic interdependence between China and the United States under the context of globalization. Some US scholars argue that it is impossible for the United States to contain China under conditions of globalization, and consequently that there is no other choice than to adopt a policy of engagement. For example, Assistant Secretary of Defense under Clinton Joseph S. Nye said that the United States does not need to adopt a policy of containment towards China, and nor is it possible to contain it. The only chance is for China to contain itself. For example, over the past two years, disputes in the South China Seas and over the China-India border have worsened China's relations with its neighbors, resulting in their bringing in US military might to hedge against China. new strategic objective. United States' China policy then started to develop towards containment. In July and August of 2010, the United States and South Korea held two rounds of military exercises targeted at the Cheonan incident, one of them in China's Yellow Sea. 44 In July of the same year, the United States and China engaged in a head-on diplomatic conflict at the ASEAN Forum in Vietnam over the South China Seas. 45 At the end of 2011, Obama announced that the number of troops stationed in Australia would increase to 2500. 46 In January of 2012, Obama announced a new Strategic Defence Guidance with the Asia Pacific as its centerpiece. 47 
Keeping Low Profile
China's strategy of keeping low profile constitutes the political foundation of the superficial friendship between the United States and China. After 1989, in the face of sanctions and blockades from the West, Deng Xiaoping told Chinese policy makers: 'In short, my views about the international situation can be summed up in three sentences. First, we should observe the situation coolly. Second, we should hold our ground. Third, we should act camly. Don't be impatient; it is no good to be impatient. We should be calm, calm and again calm, and quietly immerse ourselves in practical work to accomplish something -something for China. ' 48 Deng Xiaoping's counterstrategy was later summed up as 'keeping a low profile'. It was in 1995 that then Chinese Foreign Minister Qian Qichen first introduced this principle of Chinese policy to the world. 49 In 1998, President Jiang Zemin summarized the policy as 'observe calmly, cope with affairs calmly, never seek leadership, hide brightness and cherish obscurity, get some things done.' 50 The white paper on China's Peaceful Development issued in 2011 notes that, 'As a responsible member of the international community, China abides by international law and the generally recognized 44 principles governing international relations, and eagerly fulfills its international responsibility. China has actively participated in reforming international systems, formulating international rules and addressing global issues. It supports the development of other developing countries, and works to safeguard world peace and stability.' 51 The rapid development of computer technology has provided a technological foundation for China's strategy of keeping a low profile. Widespread application of computer technology has accelerated the pace of progress in the sciences, which means that China and the United States need no longer use military force to obtain natural resources. During the Cold War, nuclear weapons prevented the United States and the Soviet Union from engaging in a direct war, but could not prevent them from fighting proxy wars. The main form of competition between the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War period was that of proxy wars, which related to the two states' efforts to obtain natural resources. In the 1990s, information technology became primary driver of the global economy. With the rapid increase in the development pace of science and technology, hi-tech products now earn sizeable profits. Exporting hi-tech products has hence become a viable security strategy through which to obtain the natural resources needed to fuel economic development. This has made proxy wars an outdated military strategy, for which reason the United States and China need no longer engage in such wars. As early as 1988, Deng Xiaoping deemed that Science and technology was the primary productive force. 52 Acknowledging the gap between China and the United States, the Chinese leaders determined a strategy of economic development whose centerpiece was improvement of science and technology. The Third Plenary Session of the 11th Party Congress on December 18 1978, proposed that the main focus of Party work beginning in 1979 should shift to the modernization of socialism. This was the beginning of China's strategy to 'prioritize economic development '. 53 The widespread use of computer technology creates a material basis on which the United States and China can maintain a superficial friendship. Deng Xiaoping pointed out, Marx was quite right to say that science and technology are part of the productive forces, but now it seems his statement was incomplete. The complete statement should be that science and technology constitute a primary productive force. Selected Works of Deng Xiaoping, Volume III, p. 270. 
Conclusion
Based on the above analysis of Sino-US relations, our response to the questions raised at the outset of this article is as follows.
1. As the comprehensive power of China and the United States continues towards parity, the character of Sino-US relations as that of superficial friendship determines that conflicts of interests between the two states will continue to be intensified, and that there will be an increasing trend wherein the two compete more than they cooperate. Obama's strategy of pivoting towards the Asia Pacific Region is a product of relative decline in US power and of the increased pace of China's rise. It is only natural for structural conflict between China and the United States to deepen as the relative gap in their national power narrows. As conflicts of interests between the two states grow at a rate faster than that of shared interests, regardless of the outcome of the US Presidency elections in 2012-that is of whether Obama continues to be President or if a Republican enters office-hedge will by necessity be the cornerstone of the US policy toward China. As such, the superficial friendship between the United States and China will continue to tilt towards competition outweighing cooperation, or the development of an adversarial relationship that exceeds one of friendship.
Furthermore, as its comprehensive national power decreases, United States will as a matter of necessity narrow its strategy, and apply its strategic resources to the globe's most vital strategic areas. China's rise has gradually made the Asia Pacific the center of the world, and by narrowing the scope of its strategy, United States can enhance its domination in the Western Pacific. In 2011, when announcing the US naval strategy for the next 10-15 years, US Chief of Naval Operations Jonathan Greenert stated that in the future the United States would place more than one-third of its warships in the Western Pacific. 54 Such a deployment will undoubtedly increase strategic conflict between the United States and China.
2. It follows from the duality of superficial friendship that Cold War between China and the United States will not ensue before the United States and China abandon their strategy of superficial friendship. As a diplomatic strategy, superficial friendship functions to enhance or moderate bilateral relations. When bilateral relations begin to deteriorate there are two possible outcomes: (i) the party which causes ties to deteriorate will proactively adopt a superficial friendship strategy to improve relations; (ii) the two parties will remain in a deadlock for a period of time before one opts for a superficial friendship strategy to enhance relations (see United States have deepened, but this does not imply that superficial friendship between them will come to an end in 2012. During the late period of 2011, Sino-US relations can be characterized by the second of these outcomes-that is that neither is willing to adopt a strategy of superficial friendship, which has resulted in a deadlock in bilateral relations. Such a situation will not necessarily escalate into Cold War as after a period of deadlock there remains the possibility that one party will proactively adopt a strategy of superficial friendship to improve relations.
At present, neither the United States nor China has resolved to abandon the superficial friendship strategy. While the Obama administration has determined to withdraw from the Middle East, it will take some time fully to carry out this plan. Even if everything goes according to plan, it will take until 2014 before the United States can completely withdraw from Afghanistan. At the same time, Iran's nuclear program makes it difficult for the United States to redeploy all of its military forces to the West Pacific. On January 1 2012, a second US aircraft carrier arrived in the Arabian Sea, and it is said that a third is presently being deployed there. 55 United States still needs China's support on Afghanistan, Iran, and the Middle East. This is why Obama did not mention China in his announcement of the new Strategic Defence Guidance, and why he sent Geithner to China a few days later to suggest that China participate in the oil embargo against Iran. 56 Similarly, China maintains its non-alliance principle, and has not assembled an anti-US alliance in response to Obama's pivot towards the Asia Pacific. As long as China and the United States do not abandon the superficial friendship strategy, China-US relations will continue to bounce back and forth between good and bad periods, but will not deteriorate into Cold War. Specifically, we argue that there will be no substantial change in Sino-US relations in 2012, but anticipate that the downswings in the superficial friendship will last longer, and that tensions will escalate to greater levels.
3. How much longer the United States and China can maintain a superficial friendship depends on two factors: (i) the speed of reduction in the national power gap between the United States and China; and (ii) how much longer China will maintain its non-alliance principle. When comparing the size of their respective economies, China's gross domestic product may surpass that of the United States within 10 years, but China's military power will take more than 15 years to catch up with that of the United States. If China changes its non-alliance principle, it might be able to narrow the gap between itself and the United States through the friendships it develops, but 55 'Yilangren gaohan ''yiya huanya '' '('Iran Cries Out ''An Eye for an Eye' ' ') , Huanqiu shibao (Global Times), January 13, 2012. if this principle does not change, this will be difficult to achieve. In the coming 10 years it is likely that the gap in hard power between China and the United States will continue to narrow, and hence also likely that the US strategy for maintaining its leadership will be to prioritize maintaining its advantage in comprehensive power through politically strengthening and broadening its global military alliance. If China continues the non-alliance principle, China's own growth in power will not be enough to check a US-led alliance. By maintaining this principle, and not providing security protection for other states, it will be difficult for China to expand its international political support. The present situation in the South China Seas demonstrates this point. The future focal point of competition between China and the United States will hence be that of who has the better quality allies. Once China and United States both have established significant networks of allies, superficial friendship between them will be difficult to maintain.
It has been argued that no state is willing to form an alliance with China, and that even with an alliance, China cannot tilt the regional force ratio in its favor. Furthermore, that should both the United States and China create alliances in East Asia, they will enter into a Cold War situation. 57 The authors argue that there is no support in favor of such arguments and that their logic imbues serious flaws. Outside of China, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization comprises five other member states: Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan. All maintain multilateral joint military exercises with China. In addition, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Myanmar, Laos, Cambodia, and North Korea all meet necessary conditions to form an alliance with China. If China forms an alliance with these 12 countries, this will inevitably have an impact on the regional balance of power. Finally, logically speaking, if China abandons the non-alliance principle but still does not change anything, then how can the formation of US and Chinese alliances in East Asia result in Cold War? 4. After 2015, the China and the United States will enter into a period of a new form of strategic competition, but not Cold War. Cold War is a stable form of open strategic confrontation, and China and the United States maintain an unstable form of unspoken strategic competition. Cold War saw the United States and the Soviet Union publicly treat one another as strategic competitors, openly condemn one another and struggle for global hegemony through proxy wars. Such strategic competition is particularly stable, and does not entail any major shifts in bilateral relations. Strategic competition between China and the United States does not involve acknowledgement as enemies, nor do the states condemn one another or attempt to engage in proxy wars. Instead, strategic competition between them is 57 Zhu Feng, 'Zhong Mei hui jinru diyuan zhengzhi duikang ma?' ('Will China and the U.S. Start Geo-Political Confrontation?'), Huanqiu shibao (Global Times), January 13, 2012. apparent in other areas. As there is no linkage between competition and cooperation in different areas, when competition in one area increases, cooperation in another area might well develop. This results in peaks and troughs in bilateral relations, which are very unstable.
China and the United States are moving towards all-out competition, and in this respect their relationship is similar to US-Soviet relations. The form and scope of competition, however, is quite different. Competition between the United States and the Soviet Union was primarily in the military field, while that between the United States and China includes economics, science and technology, politics, military and other fields. US-Soviet competition involved using military means to maintain regimes in other states of a certain ideological orientation. Future strategic competition between China and the United States will involve expanding respective strategic influence through economic assistance, competition in science and technology, military protection, and competition for moral high ground. This strategic competition will be won by winning support and emulation from the majority of the world's states through the utilization of comprehensive national power. Under the context of globalization, Sino-US strategic competition might be likened to a teem game, with winning allies embodying the necessary strategy for ultimate victory. As the classic Guanzi text says, 'He who wins the support of majority states under the heavens is a King; he won wins support of only half is a hegemon.' 58 If we compare competition between the United States and the Soviet Union to a boxing match, we might compare that between China and the United States to a game of football. The former was characterized predominately by violence, and whereas the latter will involve occasional conflicts, violence is not the primary means. The victor of Sino-US strategic competition will be the state that can increase its domestic power while at the same time maintaining an appropriate foreign policy strategy. Conversely, a major mistake in either of these areas will result in loss and a fate similar to that experienced by the Soviet Union or Japan.
